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‘data recelved\ln our+ random sampllng Ce

" INTRODUCTION 5
,, N ’

This report contains a summary and analysis| of
data collected from the surveying of one-hundred|city
prime sponsors to determine the impact of the Co pre-
hensive Employment and Training Act of 1973 (CETA) 4n.
A the vocatlonal educatlon system throughout the country
' \

-The follow1ng are basic conclusions derlved from

'prime sponsors

CETA is not 51gn1f1cant1y 1mpacting on
institutional vocational education; at
best the system is" merely being malntaﬂﬁed
as it existed under MPTA and EOA.
There exists a great degl of confusion
and lack of undegstandipg among local .

anut the system of A
institutional votational education due
to the lack of direct involvement prior

The communication between States and local
prime sponsors needed for CETA to positively

’1mpact on the prov151on of 1nst1tut10nal
_vocatlonal educatlon is 1nadequate.

CETA Title I money is not'beiqg?used to .

any large extent to increase thée training . -
being provided at exigting vocati
education institutidns. . A
A ~,
: 3 . .
The system of negotiating non-financial
agreements with the State 2or the provision

Aof vocational education. training and
services tnrowgh the use of the five- percent'

supplemental vocational education funds

often does not afford local prime sponsorsgﬁ.

adequate flex1b111ty. \ .

\

to CETA. " . , VAt
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- The CETA rules ‘and regulatlons are vague
ﬁhgardlng allocation of the five- -gercent:
pplemental .vocational® education funds

within the States.

L N

- The confusion, complexity, and restriction
‘of local prime, sponsor flexibility has
resulted in frustration among many local

. prime sponsors and has made it difficult
for. the five-percent supplémental voca-
tional education funds to lmpact in .

, local jurisdictions. = ° ~
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LEGISLATIVE SUMMARY OF VOCATIONAL EDUCATION -
. l I\ )

In order to provlde the proper context "and per—,
spectlve for thig rcport, a brief review of legisla-
.tion and leglslatlve intent is included. Vocational
education has traditionally operated as a Federal-
-State partnership. The first vocational education actl
* the -Smith- uughes Act of 1917 was the beginning of that
" partnersnip-in that it authorized $7.2 million annually *
- to provide” for cooperatlon with the States to promote
" vocational education.in agrloulture, home econom1cs,
and trade and industrial educatlon. . L
The Vocational Lducatlon ‘Act of 1946 (George—
Barden Act) -extended .the:1917 legislatien and increased
Federal expend1tures to $36 million. The Act was

i

"amended in 1956 to include practical. nurs1ng and ~
fishery occupations as approved courses’ for vocational

educatlon.

In 1958 the National Defense Educatlon Act authorlzed
'$15 million annually for four years to support vocational
programs to train skilled technicians nece%sary to the

..national defense. Those occupatlons .included electroni6s,

data processing, computer programming, and mechanical,
chemical, electrrFal and aeronautical engineering-.

With the-1960's came a growing awareness that
-existing vocatilanal education programs were insufficient--
more -programs were* neefled to meet the technological
* . growth of the & trv In addition, vocational educa-
tion programs-werg not equltaply availabdeswithin -

States and as gudh there was a discrepancy of offerlngs
among States. Con fess recognized the need to reorient
vocational edupagégn’to better serve those who needed
skills rather th ccupatlons that needed skilled .

. employees \nd the Vocatlonal Education Act of 1963 came”
into{being. = The 1963 Act was to serve,the occupational
meeds . of all people inclu 1ng those who because of
educational or socioeconomic handicaps would not succeed
in a regular vocational program.‘ However, .there was
nothing in' that legislation requiring that States spend
their vocational education funds on students .with - J
vspec1al needs. ‘ . : ‘

l In 1972 the Genefal Accountlng Offéﬁe (GRO) issued
a report to_Congress entitled Training Awmerica's Labor

.

el
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DL Force: Potential, Progress,, .and Problems of Vogational -
o Education. ThiS report reviewed the successes and - ' o
- .. . fallures of the Vocational Education Act of 1963 and its
04 '~ 1968 amendments for fiscal years 1970.and 1971 in :
. ... Cdlifornia, Michigan, Ohio, and Pennsylvanla. Those - *..
T States weére selected for study becauke they were o ,
consistently among the Lop ten. in terms of Federal . g - RN
-, .. -'dollars re‘ceived. The report revealed that in those
"four States, funds earmarked for special programs and
- ‘services to the dlsadvantaged were often not being C 4
.+ used for t®at purpose. GAO found that there was a lack
of understanding among State and local officials as
. to the intended use of the funds for disadvantaged- and
‘—Jfrecgmmended to the Department of ‘Health, Education, and
T welfare ‘a clarification of- guldellnes as well as a better
. system of enforcement * o a

2o

v It was not until Congress passed the Vocational Y ;-
Education Amendments,of 1968 that States were required
to "set-aside™ frjteen percent of their Federal
vocational educatr9n dollars to serve the "disadvantaged,'
and- ten percent for tihe "handicapped.' However, it -
E was later recognized in the form of the Education Amend- ' o
m( ments of 1972, that :skill training for the dlsadvantaged . &§
- was not enough other‘spec1al and supportive services J ; =
were reguired to serve the special needs of the dis- :
" advantaged. The Education Amendments ofhl972 came -as A
a result of this recognition. The Amendments created , -

- a new program of grants. to assist States._in establishing &;}-
S and conducting post-secondary occupational education. \
. The Amendments ‘also authorized special vocational educa- -

) ‘ tiagn prggrams for the disadvgntaged. The definition of ¥ -
vocational education was amended to include training for

volunteer flremen and to‘;nclude industrial arts programs,

. chatlonal educatlon programs authorized by the .~ .é

. legislation cited above are currently administered by
the Office of.Education of the Department of Health, -
Educatlon, and Welfare through matching grants to Stgtes

. in accordance with a formula bgsed on the number’ ofJ?

‘ persons in each State of varloqsfage groups needing

¥ ©
r ) ' ' -
* The Comptﬁoller General of the United States, Tradhi ' -
. /America's|/{Labor Force: Potential, Progress, and Problems ‘ ‘
-~ of Vocational Education5§0ctober 18, 1972. \ ‘

o
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vocational ed&batlon and the States' per capita income.
The State Board of Education then provides' funds to a
city or county Board of Education to dévelop and
conduct a vocational education program. Programs ‘are
primarily for students from flfteen to twenty years
of age, either in high schools or having graduated from
high schools lacking ‘employable skills.' - Grants are also
made to States for the support of basic educational
{. programs for those sixteen years of age and over -who

wish to overcome difficulties with the English language -
- and prepare for occupational training with emphasis -
on career education. Basically,:* vocatlokal education
programs are geared toward the young who. are Stlll in
the public edncational system.

LN

.

Manpower programs are funded by the U. S. Depart-
ment of Labor and are designed for - -adults who are no
longér in.the publlc education system and are either . .
unemployed, underemployed, or disadvantaged and in need ‘-
of training in a marketable skill. Those -who have: not
completed a good vocational education program while in
secondary school and who do not have a marketabliisklll
are likely candidates for manpower training prog ms .

Prior to CETA, grants were made by the U. S. Department

of Labor to State departments ¢of vocéational education

for, the operation of Skills Centers.or other State-
operated training institutions, 'Funds for these grants
were  appropriated under the Manpower Development and -
-Training Act of 1962 (MDTA) and the Economic Opportunity
Act of 1964 (EOA). Local governments were excluded

from the system unless they wanted. to use some of their
manpower dgrant monies to buy into the syste The Vo
Cooperative Area Manpower Planning System AMPS) was v
intgnded to be the link between vocational educdtion and
manpower. Under CAMPS, Regional Directors of cogperatlng
Federal agencies were to provide information on State>
controlled funds such‘as vocational education (ICI. 73-1).
dowever, a lack of gooperation often existed, which left
some city manpower planners unable to get requlred informa-

\i tion on funding leve and activities needed for compre-

\ sive manpower planning. Numerous other problems
/)>:€§?§ted such as a dlsproportlonate number of enrollees”
in tra1n1ng slots coming from outlylng areas rather than
the inner c1ty. . ..‘f’y% =~
Currently, under the Cor eh hslve Employment and e
Training Aet of 1973 (GETA),. local ‘Prime sponsérs have,
for the first #£ime, a 1eglslaﬁ1vely mandated role to
play-in the vocational education system and it is that
role that thlS report will examine.
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Vocational training funds are now part of the
block grant. CLTA package going to each prime sponsor.
Each prime sponsor must determine whether or'-not to
fund vocational education from CETA Title I allocations.
Prime sponsors must also determine the -tével of funding,
the types of occupational training and services to be _
prov1ded,.and the agencies to be contracted with to
conduct 'such activities. .

waf®

In addltlon, each prime sponsor;recelves a share

.of a five-percent supplemental vocational education

. -appropriation that is part of a special grant to

- Governors to provide vocational education training and
services to prime sponsors.in each State. Upon notifica-
‘tlon of the funds available to a State, the Governor ’
ig regquired to inform the State Vokational Education
Board and each prime sponsor of the: amount of funds to

. be spent in each prﬂme sponsor's planning area. . (In this

report. we will examine the varlous methods used by ‘States
in determining prlme sponsors' share of the f1ve—p ercent
funds.) Each prime spongor must then plan for the
expenditure of his share of the supplemental vocational:
education funds and negotiate- a non-financidl agreement
with the State for the dellvery of training and services.
The final agreement is termed non-financial because:
prime sponsors do not physically receive their share’;
the funds; the State itself contracts for the traln',
and serv1ces negotrgted in the agreement. ' S

Thére are various optlons open to prime sponsors Jin
determining how their share of the five-percent monies
can be spent,? providing that the State has not 1mposed
restrictions or requirements on prlme sponsors in their
negotiations. The five-percent monies should be included_
~ as part of an ‘over&ll CETA plan and not as an isolated .
section. The follow1ng represent some of the options
most often selected by Hrime sponsors in @llocaglng their
supplemental funds. . . . .

l) Use of all or, part of the monies to
continue the previous system as funded
through MDTA or EOA (slots and/or indi-
vidual referrals at skills centers or
public vocational schools whete they
exist); Y

- .2) Use of all or part of the monies on slots
»- and/or individual referrals at other,
' training sites (e.g. proprietary schools) ;

=

C e/ ’
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AV 3) Use of all or part of ‘the monied for -

.\ the payment of wages. and- allowances’

6 ~~ to enrollees in voc&tlonal educatlon

S programs; ) “itae, o ,
o - 4) Use of all or part of the monies to.

\kfF\ - provide other services such as job

T counseling, English language tralnlng,

i etc.,

5) Use of all or- part of the flve-pe cent -
‘monies to increase the number of .
.training slots above the level that. - =
existed prlor to CETA. - - .

\ .

Prlme sponsors may dec1de to use a 51zeable portion
of CETA Title I Ffunds for vocational education and use #
“their five- -percént monies as an add-on to expand ‘the

"'eX1st1ng levels of %ralnlng and safv1ces. ' . L

w
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TN " RATIONALE FOR SURVEY ~cL S
. '<‘/‘ 4 -' ~ . . ! ._,' 5 . .
“ sy AR PR S|
* 'Phe- surve deSpgﬁed was 1nt ded as a médsurlng—ﬁ
devﬁce to, det& rmiffe_if CETA is mdlntaining -the level, ¥ ™
ifcreasi q. ‘the level, or decreas1ng the level ef., @;
Q
o vocational et catlon in comparison to preu;ousﬁy funded _
Lo ’VOGEtlon l.ed cdtion; programs as.fundedhggger MDTA. ““/z

; -and. EOA . : (Se% Appendax fqr copy of survey ith cumulatlve
";ﬁﬁ totals ‘or. averages L. REP .
The scope of the survey and 1ts flndlngs are oLl
. ~=limited. Such lipitations are based upon the. time a
C 1y%od in which the survey was .conducted.’ The .goal" )
>~ wa etermlne what was occurring early in "the CETA
" 1mplementat10n process. This study, thergfdre, represents
a first look at CETA's impact on one Sf the most: important,
N t‘ﬁst.;l.tq,tlons involved ih enhancing the employablllty of  <ur
ose who lack the necessary, skills required for full -
participation in.the world of work. Data cited in this
-report'Was extracted directly from surveys returned to
<us in late September and early October,of .1974. It is
éﬁir' however, that since that time, changes may have
o] rred in some logcal jurisdictions. ‘The analysis of °
data obtained and the‘poncluslons drawn from such analysrs
* raised more questions’ than are answered. This is' to be
expected for a new and difficult path-has been taken
whick will hopefully lead to new part1c1patory;relatlon-
Shlps among all levels of government and their 1nst1tut10ns.

*

B
-

‘-1-? " Sectlon I of the survej asked prime sﬁonsors for

A general CETA information. 'The survey asked prime sponsors,
if they were members of consortia in ordex.to detetmlne _

. if consortia 1ncent1ve funds would be used for wveeational
education. urvey also sought to determine if there A

f_was greater repyesentation of the institutional vocatlonal

- educatlon community on the manpower advisory counc1ls

'" of consortia, and determine if this factor had any
slgnlflcant erect on thé:plannlng-end allocatlon of “
résources for vocational education.

s

IR Asking prime sponsors for their Title I allocatlons
was intended to determine if there was any cofrelation
between Title I allocations and the amgunt prime sponsors
received under the flve—percent fugésﬂg In addltlog, if,

a prime sponsor planned to use Title I funds for vocatlonal.
education, we wanted to determine what percentage of
Title I monies would be spent-in that area as & measSure

of the relative priority of vocational education among
local prime sponsors. - j,/a ) o :

A
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- Asking prime sponsors for the methods ‘used by the “)'
States to allocate the five-percent supplemental monigs '
was..intended ‘tb determine if there was a dapat d1spar1ty
among\States 1n thalr methodolqgles.

VAR .
- Sectlon 75, ! questlon number 7 asked p;;me sponsoﬁ%

“ . if the traini g and serviges negotlated in their non- -

-
’

'
[ 4

Jfinancial agreements were bewng 1ncorpora£ed into ‘their .

FY 1975 manpowe¥ plans. The rationale for ' thlsmquestLon 4}‘
was' to determine how far in. advanée p¥1me‘spon$ors hag> o

N i}anneh fqr their vocatlonal educatlon abt1v1t1es.;

Sectlon II of the survey asked prlme sponsbrs who_ ~

se€rved op-thelr ‘manpower adv1sory council$§ .and how they
were seleeted. ‘The responses ‘to those/éuestlons : .

indicated whetner or net CETA had 1mpacted on the re- . .

presentation of vocational education 1nst1tutions off °

manpower adv1sory coun01ls. - Lo ) -

Section III was’ designed as a measure of the’effect
of CETA on' numbers of persons being trained, as Opposed
to location and kinds’ of tralnlng being offered.

Question number 2 of Section III asks Prime Sponsors if
CETA will maintain, 1ncrease, or decrease the level of
institutional vocational.education in comparlson with
previously funded vocational education programs (MDTA
and EOA funded). That question together with question
number 4, Section III, Wthh -asked for a total number
of enrollees in vocatlonal education instdtutions for
FY 1974 compared to the anticipated humber for FY 1975,
allowed us to measure the effects\of CETA on the number-

. of persons being served by vocational education programs.

/ & \
Section IV of the survey is de51gned to determine

what prfime sponsors actually negotiated in their non-
financial agreements with the State. -Question number 2,
which asks for the.starting date for the delivery of
training and services (as negotiated in the non-financial
agreement) is intended to show if there is any consistency
in starting dates. It was our expectatign to find
staggered startlna dates with many non-financial agree-
ments not yeé/;n €ffect. Questions 3 and-4 (Section IV)

|

were designed/to determine if prime sponsors were cr tlng
any new slot$s with their share of the five-percent monies. -

By new slots it was meant a slot level ve the number
that previously existed under MDTA and EOA* funding.
In questiong 5 and 6 of same section we wanted to

» determine if prime sponsor ere channeling their five-
percent funds into individual . referrals. Question number 7
of Section IV asks for- the total number of enrollees 1n

r -

. : .14 o
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. CETA funded vocatlonal egucatlon programs.‘ Thathuestton .
was 1ntended simply as a cross chec;.to § Previous

question in-Section I In question number 8 (Sectlon

IV) we sought informat on on the types of.vocatlonal

“education”training bein rovided and the number of.
i5lots ip @ach occupational area, while questlon number,
‘10, tells us where occupatlonal training i taklng placc
' ot der CETA = In ques ioh number” 11" we asKed prifme_ spohsors .
or thé method they wused in determlqgng,hpw thex hare |~ -
of the'five- ~percent vocatiohal, educatich.mopies would- be
~ used.  That question was 1ntenﬁed ‘to g certaln ;nfluenc1ng )

v factors and what methodology impactedAon prime sponsors .

i -in’deciding what use would be -made their, share of the i
supplemental vocaional edlcation flinds. In addltlon,
question number 12 of, the ' same section sought to determine

~if prime sponsors we tisfied with the non-financial . -,
agreements negotiated with the State and if not, why not. °
The rationale for that qgestloh,seems rather obviou}
in terms of determining if States -were cooperative and
'if not what kinds of obstacles restrained prime sponsors
from negotiating the type of ‘non~financial ﬁgreement
theijaes1red , ' I . ‘

- : ' /7 o
Quest;ons 13, 14 and/lS (Section IV) are 1h;E;;atlonal /
questions*requesting prlme sponsors to tell us which”
office or agency would determirte occppatlonal needs,
provide recrpitment and’ placement services and do the
actual contxacting forftralnlng and services for enrollees. -
Those three quéstions/give us an indication of whether
., or not mayors' mafipower offices are playing active roles

" in vocational education and if not what offices or agencles

are influential. ,J )
~n N ' . . Ly X
: . Questions 16 and 19 are both informational questions

asklng if job counseling and wages and allowances are .

- services Qegotlated into non-financial agreements. . dﬁ/,

. N
vé Questions 17 and 18 ask at what time of the day will/
cational education training be provided. It was thausht

‘that we might be able to get-an indication- from.the ;f}

_ responses tg that question as to whether enrollees were
unemployed or. employed seeking upgrading of skills or
a change in occug;tlonal tra1n1ng.

The issue of administrative costs is addressed in
questions 2o—ana\zi, There is a’twenty percent ce111ng
" on the five-percent monies for administrative costs’
and‘'we sought to determine if the State took out- admini-

strative monies. from the Governor's spegial.grant, /andF,,-~ (R
% 3 so, ‘"how much.

11
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. Ques;;én ntmb 22 asked prime sponsors if addf—
tiorfal egdipment eeded to be purchased and if so, on .
what bagis the décision was made. , It also asked for the
proceddres used for punchasing addltlonal equipment.
‘The rpose , for this questions was to determine if the:
addi tlonal ’quipment was necessary because prime sponsoas

fe providing tralnlng in new, occupatlonal areas, Or. ’
) vas 1nsuff1c1ent equlpment to provlde adequatea

A o ,
Seqﬁlon v of the survey sought: 1nformat10n on thee'
er of appllcatlons received to. date from 1nd1v1duals
efested if CETA.funded vocatlonal educatlon.programs,
. And’ the types of aplecatlons,used to determine an appll—
‘cant’ § career’ develqpment @nterests.“ The rationale,  ~ ™ *
§gr that section was\ to me iure‘cl}ent re5ponse, as .well

to determine the degreg. of " fleg@blllty given potentﬂal

enrollees 1n:determ1n1ng thethpe of trarhlng th mlght

w1sh to pursue. . ), . S ‘
Section VI deals with additional\fhnding; T voca-

tional educati through Title I CETA funds and consortia

incentive funds”™\ The purpose of this section was to
determine whether pxime spodsors were going to-spend
CETA Title I and pd%entlal onsortia incentive funds

on vocational education, how much they would spend,
where they would spend it, and what types 4f training
sand services would«be provided. The regfjapse to those
questions"® indicated the relative prior g f vocatiodnal |
edugation to prime sponsors,/and whether "he level of
.vocational education under CETA has been maintained or

whether it has increased or decreased L e

Section VIII, entitled Mlscellaneous,'contalned
two questlons. The first asked prime gponsors to elaborate
on any unusual circumstances that tookqplace ‘while
‘'negotiating their non-financial agreements. That
question was merely intended to allow prime sponsors
to discuss any items of concern, 1nterest, etc.. not '@
prevlously mentioned in the survey. * The second question
asked. prime sponsors to identify the kinds of information
or technical assistance they might neefl to enable them
to provlde more effective vocational education training.

. N
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- C ) ANALYSIS - - ‘ :

| o T e y > e

A. Introductlon

-

CETA as it relates to human needs, is an impgrtant
o and hlstorlc example of legiflagive compromlse It
, . could be the gu1dePost to a new era‘'of "accomodation.
. Prime sponsors are presently identifying and adopt1ng
" these administrative and mgnagerial tools necessary Co
 for the successful implementation of the CETA concept. "”
. Provision’ of vocatignal éducation, a key and vital aspect
.+ of the“total concep ; has_ been, to some extertt, prov*ded
The gap between local, State, and
<, howeve;, remalns a problem .Some of
s are 1dent1f1ed in thfs report. The
of local prime sponsors in how ‘the SEate voca-=:
education | .System operates. is as important as.
/ducation of’ State operators in how the local system
tes. The mutual 1dent1f1qatlon of goals an P

o

Federa&ssyste
- those prob

'relatlonshlp whose result‘W1ll be a better served cllen”
k]
) ‘The collectlon of data found in this report was
v accomplished through surveying. Surveys were forwarded
- to one hundred cities to develop a meahingful random
sampling of responses to assist us in our efforts
determine how the Comprehens1ve Employment and Tra&i 1ng
Act .of 1973 (CETA) is impacting ch vocational education.
Forty cities failed to. return dgr survey, and of the
sixty cities who did respond, eight ‘stated that th@ir
non-financial agreements had either not yet been nego-
tiated Jr not yet finalized- (see Appendix II for survey
and responses). AS a result some cities -did not return
.+ the survey at all and others were only able to provide
us with skeleton information on what their vocational
- education intentions are. As an example, the City of
> Charleston, West Virginia was ene of six'ty who returned
the survey, *however they are no longer a prime sponsor.
The City is now part of a statewide consortium. Therefore,
Charleston was unable to complete the survey and is
excluded in our analysis. Follow-up telephone calls .
were made to all cities who returned the survey. Through
these follow-up telephorie conversations, many prime
sponsors expressed their dissatisfaction and_ frustratio
. with the system of negotiating non«flnanc1al agreemeptsp
with the State. \




'f" - The selectiion of cities was baskd on total popu-
‘“lation, populat ion mix, type of government, percent of
populatlon undey, eighteen years of age, school enrollment,
‘median years of school\completed and major industrie®
in those localities i§é§ appendix I). In Section: I12(c})
of CETA, the ‘Congressional intent for the -Supplemental
Vocational Educatlon funds is explalned as, folloys- )
Funds avallable under thlS section
< shall be used only for prov1d1ng \

e vocational education-and services . A
£b part1c1pants in programs under., ?;; i
A ~‘4#»;‘§s title in acco§§ance with an "~ ° : -
S ~-dbreement between e State vocar - /y
4 tlonal education board and the e ?
Prlme ;ponsor. Lo / .
a ~
“‘xkbCETA was 1nt nded, to proﬁlde prime sponsors with the
*capa ility to plan and’ operate manpower programs in a R
manner that wguld-best serve the various, cljent groups: .
5 within théir Planning area. The fact that’ prime spopsors‘
are compelled to negotiage with the State for vocational - -
eddéation tra1n1ng and services without always possessing .
adequate knowledge of the system, threatens the effectiveness’
of CETA in the area of vocational educatlon.’ Co
. '4’) Since vocatlonal educatlon has tradltlonally been

State operated, there is a serious lack of knowledge A

’;on the. part of local government in.this area. -The special

_+)» grant to Goyernors leaves the State in. control of many

.CETA dollars specifically earmarked for vq;atlonal edu-
catlon. 'States can also retain up to twernty percent of
thoke funds for their administrative costs. The State
mus t also approve non-financial agreements and prov1de
the actualc°training and- services negotiated in the non-
financial agreements.. ‘The -1ack of knowledge on the part '
of local government, coupled with the fact that the-State
controls the allocation of supplemef funds makes - .
feasible the possibility that States( uld wield inordinate-

- influence in determlnlng ‘the contents oXsnon-financial

agreements.,.

o

[N

' B. State Methodologies for Dlstrlbutlon of the Flve-Percent’ .
Supplemental Vocational Educatlon Funds\~ .

tﬁelr Title I allocatlon under CETA and the amount of their.
kiﬁve-percent vocational educatlon allocation. ' New York Clty
*réceived the largest amount of Title I dollars and the
Q:ghest five-percent allocation.: Charlotte, North ‘Carolina

-

. “ . - - 3
" The suxvey asked prlme sponsors: to c1te the. amount of §ﬁ

f . . 1
, N - - P -
vt .
>
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C S . o
received the lowest_fivé-percent'allocation, whilel -
Columbia, South Carolina received the smallest_amount of
Title I funds. of the sixty respcnding cities. The :
method used by some States in determini®y a prime sponsor's
.sharé of tne five-percent monies is direc ly relate

- to the amount of Title I fun@;’reqeived’by cach prime
sponsor., ) s T

) In response to ‘the survey guestfion askind what
" 4 * method States used to distribute the five-<pe cent monj
e ng prime” sponsors., nine p;ime sponsors (15% of tot
t 4 g@gponses) indicated -that they do “not -know what metho
as used by the State to allocate ,the supplemental
VOcational-éducqtben’funds,v'The <merely accepted the ‘|,
dollar figure given.to them by the State, xegardless L-
of whether or«not it was perceft®d as an equitable distri~
bution. ' This becomes .even mopeé significant when tied -,
to two other questians .askedff prime sponso¥s: 1) were™
they satisfied with the non-financial agreement negotiated -
o with the State and; 2) whetlfer or.not the State took -any(
" ‘administrative costsiotit of the five-percent monies., If
- prime spbnsors do not evén know if they had, received. an. .
equitable share of the five-percent monies, w can th&y -
say with any real certainty if thei¥ non-financial = - -
agreements are satisfactory. In additiof, if}prime sponsors,
do nqt know the distribution formula, it is also likely :
ihat ‘they would not know whether the State did or did not -
take any administrative costs from the £five-percent monies.

/ " Of those prime sponsors who knew .ﬁat method the l

.. 7 ' State used in distributing the, supplemental monies, o
twenty-dﬁe“(Zl) stated that the formula was based on
unemployment .rates and 1970 census data. Two (2}~ prime
sponsors ,indicated that unemployment and census da¥a *
were a part of the distribution formula, but that other &

- factors such as prior year's funding level under MDTA.

‘and EOA were included. Another fifteen (15) prime

‘ sponsors respondedgthat the State based their formulas:
on the proportion §T the State's total Title I CETA moriey
each'ériﬁé sponsor- had begn allocated by the U. S.

. Department of Labor. Five (5) prime sponsogs responded
that theyfwere allocated a-straight five-percent of their
Title I gLant by "the State.for supplemental vocatipnal
education. . ' : : T ' N
] ) ) : . L . 3

: . LN .
Two other met?pdplogies~were also mention .~}Four

" (4) prime sponsors (indicated that their share of the
- five-percent funds'was in proportion to how much Title I
money they were going to spend on vocational edugation,
and two(2) prime sponsors’ ¥aid their States had bused
= =~ their formula ‘only" On:'“th'e‘“"p're'v'i?us"Yé"af *$"MDTA fugding =~

10 -
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- level. One (1) prlme sponsor sggd that the formula : /
. wag, based on prior year!'!s fimdiny¥ a unemployment

DISTRYBUTION METHODOLOGIXS.
STATES IN ALLOCATING THE-FI

' L ) P A
','/J - g N-= 49 Prlﬁh‘Spoasors)* ’
. - t * e .

_' / . ‘ - . . ‘-‘ ‘ ‘ R
o Basis_for“llocation Number of. Pr1me' «.";$g
'Formula U By States . Sponsors o »\
s — — ‘ :
Unemployment and Census o,

Data .

-
N

Pfoportlon of Tltle Ij
* Funds each Prime Sponsore :
‘Qﬂad W1th1n theaState '

- Stralght Five Pe cgnt “‘“

5 ~of each Pxrime Spo or' s

Share of Title-s 1 Money

L
Amount of* T1tle I Money ;
to be Used by each Prime .
Sponsor for Vocational, = % .
Education ' .

Pfevious Year's MDTA o
Funding Levelq\ e

18

Comblnatlon of o < o
Methodologles - : Y : 2 1 oo~

‘ll

State.

One (l) Prlme Sp nsor d1d not respond.

It is obvious that there ex15ts a great dlsparlty .
among States in their methods for .distributing the .
supplemental monies." With each method there w1ll be .

N

=-gsatisfied and- dlssatisfled”prlme "SPONSOYS' ~ « T
. v A - ,
T o - S
‘ 20' N , ) ]
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C. Incorporatlon of Non-Fim§ncial Agreements Into k- S
FY 1975 Manpower Plans ' '

(4

)
. ~ . .
u_Prlme sponfors were asked ;E)khey had 1ncorporated
rain¥ng and services for vocat al education from their
non~financial agreement Znto their FY 1975 manpower )
plans. We hoped“fgmget from this question an indication
of how far.in advance prime spo%sors lanned for theX
_ supplemental vocational education fund Out of the
{ sixty suﬂ%ays rpeturned to us\, thlrty-elg s (38). prime )
. spdnsors indicated thatwtrarqgng ané services negotiated
into their. non-financial agreements were 1ncluﬁed in
their FY 1975 manpower plans. ‘Twenty-one (21):indicated
. . that suph arrangements were not included in their orlglnal
~~ - plans, therefore their FY 1975. manpOWer ‘plans would
' have to be”mpdified. One (1) prime sponsor did not [+X )
respond to is quegtion. Thgsresponsels to/this ques¥ion
- are not extremely s gnifigcant-due tg two factors. First,
’ it was found that many prime qunso§_ had rot been able
9 to plan for their share of _the five percent mofiies because ,
the State had not notifijed them of the amount of- their Z N
share in tfme or. them to 1ncorporate it into their FY-
1975 plans.w ‘The sgcond factor is thatfmany ,prime sponsors
were in the midstfof negotiating w1th e State and approval
-of the agreement had not ‘yet takgp~ pldce at the time FY -
a

. 1975 manpower plans were being finalized. . Therefore, it
K -~ ‘wWas not poss1ble to deflnltely cgncludg, niow far in advance
prime sponsors were plannlng for"use oR their supplemental
- funds. However, there is th g POsi ibilit¥ that some laxity
exists on the part of States in notlfylng prime s nsQrs
. of the négotiating and allocatlon processes to be employed
under this, new arrangement. Phis can be partially attributed
to the facgt that the CETA rules and regulations de not

ﬂhequately\address E&F isste.

e survey, prhme sponsors were also .asked for
nze stgrtlng date. of the delivery of training and services
. gotiated in their non-finantial ‘agreements. According’
.4+ to the respo%ses we redeived, the earliest start-up date
was July 1, 1974, the beglnnlng of the fiscal year, as
11 as the 1mplementatlon date for CETA. The latest
.sgart-up date indicated by prlmé sponsors was January 1, 1975.
‘However, we found October 1, 1974 to be' the-most
mmon start-up date. Three major reasons' for the
staggering start-up dates are as follows: 1) States would
-.¢. .. not begin providing the training and services to prime
" ~7. sponsors until all MDTA "carry-over" funds were used up
- at vocational 1nst1tut10ns, 2) in some cases States were

" late in informing prime sponsors- of the amount of their . - .. .

‘share of. the f1ve—percent monies, which in turn cdused a
4_\.. 1
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delaykﬁn prime sponsors' apiliéy to plan for those
funds’, ‘and; 3) difficulties in th® actual negotiating
process. ' _

o 'An,interesting situatié; exists in San. Francisco. -
They re$ponded that their start-up date‘woula be mid-
January. : Because of the lateness of th negotiating _
process, San Francisco is funding their \institutional .= = |
vocational education from Aygust-to mid-January out of ,
Title I funds;and then using the five-pgrcent monies to-
® carry on from ,mid-January through June. " San Francisco
cited the delays on the part of the State in making /
~allocations, defining procedures for -negotiating, az T
making decisions on the use of MDTA-purchased equipme :
as the reason for following that course of actior. N e
It must be concluded that if the fiveYpercent -
supplemental, €ETA funds are tp have any significant o :
impact on vocational education, the.whole process ‘
leading up to the delivery of tréining,ggdgservices .
, <~\.jnet_a'dS\t?tzt be accomplished with greater speed and cooperation.
. ; . . ., :
D. Manpower Advisory Cquncils gnd Vocational Education

s

# In Section II prime ;;Bﬁsg;s were asked for informa-
"tidh on the structure of their manpower advisory ‘councils.
Information was sought on the composition of the councils
. and methods for selecting membership. - Specific data was_ N
i:>requested on the degree to which vocational education
institutions were represented, bdth prior to and after
the enactpent of CETA. ' -

The mgthods by which manpower advisory council :D
‘members wer® selected was significant for measuring e

"1 ‘effect of CETA on the relative standing of vocational
education. The overwhelming gigdority of respondents
(50 prime sponsors) used the olId CAMPS structure (with.
varxing'degrgjs of modification) as the basis for CETA

.~

. councils. .Off the thirty-eight (38) prime sponsors.with
-vocational education representatives on their manpower
~advisory councils, only one (1) prime sponsor had no
vocational education representation. prior to CETA. Our
random sampling. thus shawed no significant change in .
.vocational education representation‘as.a_resulf of CETA.
If the former CAMPS structure was the basis for selection
of the new, advisory councils *as it was, the number of .
- vocational education’ representaty serving on. manpower

advisory councils probably would not 31 ase. Our
random sampling showed that this was the case in most
~ local jurisdictions. . . ... . fj e s
v
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By asklng R;lme Sponsors 1] representatlves of ’ v
vé&atlonal education institution sérved on manpower
adv1SOry councils and what the number of these’ representa-
tives were, we attempted to determine h w much potential
influence vocational education representatlves might
have in making future local" manpower dec1519ns. Thirty-
eight (38) prime sponsors reg§ponded that institutional A .
vocational education representatives do servejon their ° .
manpower advisory/councils in numbers rangingi%;om one
(1) to _three (3), with two (2).being the averade number.
The gyestion of whether or not representatives of '
vocationhéb ducation institutions served on manpower’
planning unc1ls*pr10r to the enactment of CETA measures
chang€. 1In this case, change:has not occurred. Almost
all respondents indicated that they had vocational educa-
_ ,tlon representatlv s on their manpower planning councils
- prior to the: enaétment of CETA as well as after the L
enactment. . s . e

E. Consortia andrVocational Education

“Thirty-six. \3§) of the reéb;hHQng primé sponsors - ' ) Z ,

: are members of a nsortium arrangement while twenty-

T three (23) of the respondents are not. Responses to
this questlon provide some 1n51th into the complexity
of the prime sponsors' organizatipnal structure. The
majority of the consortium arrang\ments were city-county

. .alliances. Consortium arrangements generally contain ;
~numerous jurisdictions, .and thus Maj contain .more
vocational education institutions than a 51ngle Jurls-
dlctlon'ﬁrlme sponsor. It was fouﬁd, as, a- result,’ that

consortium arrangements generally tended to have ‘more

rgpresentatives of vocational edqca*lon institutions

‘on their manpower advisory councils thandplngle juris-

sponsors. v

-

arrangegenys may receive an addltlonal ~consortium in-
centive allocation under CETA. Of the' thlrty-51x (36)
consortium members surveyed, twelve (12)’prime sponsors
said that they definitely would use consortlum incentive,
money for the purchasing of additional vocatlonal education
slots or services. Eleven (ll) prime SpONSOrs were unsure
as to how they would spend the money, while. thirteen-

(13) consortia prime sponsors said they would not spend
the additional. funds on vocational educaflon.' Those.

- prime sponsors who were unsure about how the money would be
spent (11 respondents) often felt that they woiild have to

Plan cooperatlvely for the disbursement of the 1ncent1veA S

' money when it became available.

.
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F. ' The Impact of CETA on Vbcatlonal Education T
L ‘“ {
—— ~ The purpose cf thgi report is to determine if CETA
is, impacting on the proVvision institutional{ vocational
ed Cation. Four questions, 1nQ§art1cular, in e survey,
wexe crucial lnkmaklng that determination: 1) Wi
CE maintain, increase, or decrease the level in-
stitutional vocatlonal e ation training (slots, ‘enrollees)
in comparisen‘with prevlous funded vocational eucation
‘programs under MDTA arnd EOGA? 2) How many total enrollees
were served in manpower slots at ﬁb&atlonal education
_1nst1tutlons in FY 1974, compared to the hntlglpated _
number for FY l975° 3) How many new slots’ abgye the Cone
. number that existed in FY 1974 will be created as 3. '
result of’ the five- ent supplemental money, d how . :
much of that' suppleiental money is being-spent for the . PR
creation of such new slots? 4) How much¢g\$A Title I ‘
‘money have prime sponsors allocated for vocat1ona§ 2
educatlon° T :

>

TR . -
The responSe to the first and second questions
1nd ate ‘that CETA is not having AnzexpanSLOnary impact
on the numbers of - lots and enrollees at vocational
education’ institut . - Twenty-seven (27) prime sponsors
responded that.the level of institutional vocational. Y
education under CETA is being maintained at previous
levels, and ten (10) prime sponsors indicated that there ,
would be a decrease’ in the level. Therefore, almost
two-thirds ofxthose :local prime sporsors who returned
.the survey indicated a lack cf pos1t1ve impact under CETA.
In addition, some prime sponsorseare mMaintaining the level
of training at teir local skills center or public voca-
tional school b« “ause: of State demands during the nego-
t1at1ng process..’ ' -Still other prime sponsors are main-
taining the overall level of vocationa} education, but
reducing. the .level at .the traditional institutions,
formerly funded under MDTA and EOA, and turning 1nstead ’
to. proprletary Schools or community colleges.

~

“ HOW WILL CETA AFFECT THE OVERALL

~“#*'LEVEL QF VOCATIONAL EDUCATION ; o~
T (N = 58 Prime Sponsors) _ Y‘fj
7 . ’ .
_ Maintain . | Increase I - Decrease
Number of. _ . ' T
Prime . 46.6% 36.2% © 17.2%°
Sponsors : ‘ S

* No response from one (l) prlme sponsor L
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. »slot is an open one, rather than a slot in,a& particular
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. Data on e number of enrollees in FY 1974 qupared :
to FY 1975 further substantiates the lack of-increQ§es
in.institutional occupational training under CETA.
Fourteen (1#) prime sponsors indicated that they actually
anticipated a decrease in the riumber of enrollees to be
;3rVed in institutional vVocational education under CETA.

7

enty (20) prime sponsors’ responded that they: anticipated
serving a larger number of enrollees under CETA, hgwever
not all .of these increases,ar%@atgpsult of creating - . ,
additional slots above the number” that existed prior to )
CETA. ‘Some of those- twenty prime sponsors will.simply ‘

k¥ncrease the,turnoverqu.enrQl ees per s -- reducing oo
the length of time #agh enrol will undergo occupatﬁoﬂﬁl ,
fraining. \ S . '

sponded'théf they

Only sixteen (16) pfimgaspéhsors
gl. ‘moni¥s to

ere using the five-pergent 'supplemen

~.Create new slots above the numbper thdt Jexisted prior to

me spbnsors indicated S
S a result of the

s

CETA, while thirty-seven (37) p
“that no new slots were being crea}ed
supplemental funds. s

In addition to the survey queitions on straight’
slots and numbers of enrollees, prime’ sponsors were
asked if they planned to spend any fof their five-percent- -
sipplemental” funds on individual referral training. '
An gndividual referral or less-than-class-size (LCS)
manpower funded class that’is designated for a specific ™~ ad

+. area of occupational training. Tvventy (20) prime sponsors

responded that they would spend some of their five-percent
funds on individual referrals. Five (5) prime sponsors
were undecided and thirty-four (34)" indicated that no -
/five-percent funds would go for individual referral
training {a number of prime ‘sponsors will use Title I
training funds for(individual referrals).

# Some cf the advantages of providing individual
referral training are as follows:

1) allows a primeisponsor[to\train a potential
enrollee in an occupational area where ‘there is P
less than class size enrollement; i

2) allows the prime sponsor a great deal of flexi-

bility as to where individual referrals will .be

trained, because a prime sponsor can purchase

individual referral slots wherever the most

effectjve training can be provided (with the five-
percént monies, primé. sponsors-are-subject to-State -
approval through their negotiating of a non-

financial agreement); - -

25. o

)
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. to make large 1nVestments in equlpment or teachlng
“) é\( Staff' . ° . ) _ i . " ) - .

B : . . v
4) allows for greater flexlblllty in pro ramftiing o
__for 1n¢1v1dual cllent's 1nterests and, capabllltlesk 7

o ) (S . T

In Sectlon IV question 12, prime sponsors were . Tf/,
asked whether or not they were satlsfled with the non-

* financial agreements they had negotiated with the Stateg. : -
‘Forty-four ' (44) .prime .sponsors responded that they were,
satisfied, seven (7) responded- that they were not SatlstEd,
and ¢¢ight (8) could not respond'because *they had not :

completed negot1at1ng thelr non-flnan01al agreements. o b
-°0nce again it must be: p01nted out - that there exists e
a good deal of confusion and lack of understanding ST e

. among prime’ Sponsors in the area of vocatiénal education.:
_Fourty-four (44) prime sponsors indicated that they: were
satisfiedswith the outdome of their negotiations with'

the State, and ye;agt was previously shown that 'nine (9)
prime sponsors did not’ know what method the*State had
‘used for distribution. In addition, twenty-five (25)
[prime sponsors did not even know if the State /had taken
out administrative costs from the flve-percent funds. : »
‘Three major reasons were c1ted by the seven prime ,

sponsors who indicated that they were dissatis 'ed with

their negotlatlons with the State: 1) lack of ° exlblllty

given them in determlnlng how .the flve—percent monies

would be spent; 2) insuffi®iency of the amount-o the:
five-percent monies allocated them by the State; ‘and

3)- dissatisfaction with the State's extracting admini-

strative costs from the grant before not1fy1ng them of

their share. .
t ! . L] RO W

Sectlon VI, questlon 1 asked prime sponsors if they

planned to use CETA Title I money to supplement their . '
- five-percent funds ‘and if -so, how much. All but one (1) ' //}
prime sponsor in the random sampling are planning to use
Title I funds for vocational education in some form. The . &
amount to be used is, of course, greatly varied. The
largest amount of Title I money to be used by any one
prime spOnsor is $3,146,000 and the smallest amount is
$7,257.  Twelve (12) prime sponsors could not respond
to the question of how much of their Title I money would
e used for vocational education, but forty-seven (47 _
ere able to provide us with a dollar figure. In terms
£ percentages, (of the 47 prime Sponsors) an average Of

-’
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19.3 percent of CETA Title I money is being spent on

o vocational éducation. The following chart represents i
the ‘breakdown among prime sponsors in terms of the >

percentages of . Title I meg;yfgpigg into vocational edu-
. cation. . Co , _ :

{N.

-

OCATION

~PERCENTAGE OF TITLE I
UCATION

. “CquALLOTTED.TO VOCATIONAL

-t
:

-

(N = 59 Prime Sponsofs) /

. Number of Prime
. Sponsors |
| 1-T0% — 15 .,
¢ B ) . A
11-20% . 14
: 21-30% ~ SO T
31-40% N I
' - 41-50% - 2 )

51-60% - | 3
Over 6€1% .-
No Response . | - - > 12
TOTAL, z 59

The 19.3 percent average for Title I. expenditures is

for overall vocational education, and includes monies

to be spent at skills centers as well as at proprietary

schools, etc. The percentage would be significantly -

lower. if it was based solely on expenditures at vocational

education instituticns.. Data that would allow for a ]
. Getermination of the amount of Title I money being . spent

at vocational education institutions is not available

from the survey results. _ :

However, it is possible to make somé general determina-
tions of how Title I funds will be spent. In question 3
of Section VI prime sponsors were asked how they would’
use the Title I money. they have earmarked for -vocational
education. Nine (9) prifle sponsors' are using the earmarked
Title I money strictly for training. Another six (6)

< -
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prime sponsors are going to spend thelraentlre Title
I vocational.education allotment for wages and/or allow-
ances.” One (1) prime sponsor is flot using any Title I
money for-rinstitutional vocational educatlon. The re-
~ 7 "maining prime sponsors are using Title I. for.. ombinations
of training, administration, wages and allowances, and
other services such as counsellng. Of the forty-three
(43) prime sponsors who are using their Title I funds
in a combination of ways, thirty-six (36) will be providing
training as an element of the combination. However,
even though most prime sponsors in the random sampling
are spending some Title¢ I money on vocational education,
this does not necessarily reflect a positive 1mpact of
CETA on institutional occupational training, since only
nineteen (19) prime sponsors will‘'provide all of their
occupational training at tradltlonal vecational
educatiop institutions. In addition, it was prev1ouslx~ : .
noted that almost two-thirds of the prime sponsors
included in this report indicated.a lack of positive
1mpact on the level of 1nsé&tut10nal vocatlonal education

in their planning areas.

‘ If a better understandlng and a more cooperative .
spirit had ex1sted, States could have used the five-
‘percent supplemental funds to really assist prime ' .
sponsors in their planning, .and in turn prime sponsors
may have been more willing to commit larger sums of
Title I money to existing vocational education insti-
‘tutions. Instead, however, prime sponsors expressed
frustration in thelr negotlatlngrexpe;xéizas with: the
State, citing the lack of flexibility afforded them to
exercise their programming alterhatlves. Instead of
taking the opportunity to open, the door to existing
1nst1tut10ns, the attitude of many States was to push
prime sponsors to go outside the system and to spend
substantial amounts of Title I money for t¥aining at
proprietary schoold,~0OIC's, etc. The level of tralnlng

~-w~tak1ng ‘Place -at vocatlonal education institutions is,
in most cases, 51mply being maintained as it existed under
MDTA and EOA. After this initial experience it is
entirely possible that prime sponsors yill'redlrect more’
of their resources away from the traditional insgtitutions
in order to gain the flex1b111ty in programmlng they .are
belng denied by the States.

The following are examples of CETA's impaét in Jersey City,
Nﬁ%tJersey, Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania, and Topeka, Kansas.

T"the case of Jersey City, the overall level of vocational
education funding will be 1ncreased, in the case of Pittsburgh.
the level will be maintained, and in  the case of Topeka
the level will be decreased; however, “in each ‘of these
jurisdictions the circumstances are rather significant.
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Jersey City, New Jersey .. - . .-,

Jerscy City's share of .the Governof's .five-percent
vocationdl education grant was $134,000. " "In negotiatiyg
their non~financial agreement, the State 1n51sted thaf -
Jersey City maihtain. the level of the local skills
center as it éxisted under MDTA and EOA. The $134,0 D
“share of the £ive-percent funds was not adequate to
maintafn this level, so the State insisted that Je{se
Clty add enough Tltle 'I money to maintain the leve

Slnce Jersey City wanted to prOV1de vocatlonal
d,pcatlon tralnlng/butsuie w#he local’skills center, .
tﬁéy needed to use additional Title I  money to.purchase
the outside slots. The,6cost of  those slots, together
with the cost of ma¢nta1n1ng the funding level of the
local skills center, caustd an increase in the. overall
level &f vocational education in Jersey City., However,
this represented a forced increase with Jersé§ City
losing some .of the flexibility that was intehded by CETA.

-
.
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Pitfsburgh, Pennsylvania 'i‘:'.x

. The City of Pittsburgh has not yet finalized its o
non-financial: agreement with the State, but they do
plan .to malntaln the overall level of vocational educa-.
tion. However, even though' they intend to maintain
the overall level, they do not intend to maintain the

- funding level of the skill center as it existed under
MDTA. Pittsburgh's reason for cutting expenditures ,
at the skill center is based on a review conducted by

- the Mayor's Office of the MDTA courses which revealed
2 number of problems such as, counselors not spending

‘\\suff1c1ent time with the MDTA students they were paid
to serve,. training equipment that was ordered late and

had ng; arrived until courses were almost completed,
poor performance in relation to cost, failure to use
the spin-off concept in training,* excessive admlnl—
strative costs, and pdor attendance.

‘ Plttsburﬁiphas been_negotlatlng directly with the

.. skill center rather than with the Governor's Office .

-or the State Board of Vocational Education. Pittsburgh

" .is only going to use its five-percent monies to fund

' 185 slots at the skill center, rather than the 250

slots that existed prior to CETA. ' They will then use
Title I money to fund 100 individual referrals at
‘proprietary schools. Their share of the five-percent
money, together ‘with the Title I money they plan to use,
will maintain the level of vocational education in
Pittsburgh, however they are going outside the tradi-
tional‘bocational education institution to do so. '
- Pittsburgh refuses to sign a non-financial agreement

to fund the skill center, evén with ondy their five- o

percent money, until the previously mentioned problems

are resolved The skill/center has enough MDTA "carry- -
~over" money to continue its present operations until

December 31, 1974, and the City hopes by that time

solutions will 7ﬁ.found to the problems that exist.

¢

Al

-

* The spin-off concept allowed students unable to master.
all of the skills in a particular primary occupatlon
to be exited from the eourse earlier with skills in
a lower-level secondary occupatlon. This methodology
requ1red an additional half-time teacher to be present
in the classroom and was included in the budget.

~
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Topeka,fKansas

¢ ~

The Clty of TOpeka Was dlSSatleled w;th the State s
distribution of the f1ve1percent supplemental vocational
education dollars. The State s -total special supple-
mental grant amounted to®$559,946. ‘Of that amount
$435,536 was allocate 3d _to the'balance-of-State. 'A
total of only $124, 410 remalned of the five-percent
‘funds for all . local prlme 5ponsors in the State of
Kagsas. -;: s . i

.I.)

n  The State informed the City of Topeka ‘that its

share of the- supplementa% funds was $29,677 based on
1970 censGs data on total labor force, poverty level,

‘numbers of unemployed, etc. At the same time Topeka‘ \;ﬂ43l

was notified Qf its share of the supplemental funds,

the State also notified them” that it was taking additional’
funds out of the $29,677. for the State vocational educa-
tion program for ex-offenders. All local prime sponsors
had their share of monies cut by the State for the ex- !
offender program. Topeka was left with $13,676 of the : .
supplemental vocational education funds to use for plan-
ning of vocational educational training and services in
their planning area. The State sald that the amount
they ook from each prime sponsor's share of the five-
percent ‘'money was dependent on the number of inmates in
State penal 1nst1tutions from each prlme sponsor s

area. . . i

Topeka has not yet signed 1ts non-flnanc1a1 agree—
ment with the State due to their disapproval of the amount
" of their flve-percent supplemental allocation.: .

' Topeka has hoped to get assistance in determini
whether or not the State could legally absorb the bul

-of the supplemental -vocational education monies. How
ever, there is no one to turn to- for assistance,. there*

is no appeals process; and the CETA rules and regulations
governing the supplemental vocational education funds are
worded rather loosely, simply stating that. "the Governor
shall determine the ampunt of funds to ‘be made "available
in each prime sponsor's area ..." There are no controls
on the State to assure an equitable dlstrlbutlon, regard-
less of the legislative intent for the vocatlona//édu-
catlon funds.
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CETA will probably have a negative impact on voca—
“tional education_in Topeka. There will be a decrease
in the level of 1nst1tut10nal vocational education training.
Prior to the enactment of CETA, $200,000 of- MDTA money
was spent in.Topeka for vocational education training.
Currently, under CETA, Topeka will spend $114,000 of its -
CETA Title I money on institutional training at their
- local skills center. With the $13,676 of the five-per-
cent vocational education funds, three more slots -at the
. skills center will be ded. The FY 1974 slot level in
" - Topeka was 165. In 1975 undex CETA, the slpt level
. will be approx1mately 102. . , ,_8 o

T e
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G. Whefe CETA Vocational.Education Will Take Place

. In making the determination- of whether] or not CETA
is impacting on institutional vocational education, it
‘was important to determine if those institutions had
the capacity to expand (Section III, number 3), Only
two (2) prime sponsors in the sample indicated that
their wocdtional education institutions, could not expand

. their operations. Therefore, prime spénsors could have,
if they so desired, used CETA dollars (supplemental and
Title I) to impact positively by expanding training at

-_'existing yocational education institutions. However,
data collected from the random sampling indicates that

. expansion of training at traditional institutions is
"not taking place.! Twenty-seven (27) prime sponsors
indicated that they were simply maintaining the level of
overall vocational education and ten (10) prime sponsors
indicated that there would be an overall decrease in
the level of training.

LA In asking prime sponsors where CETA vocational .
education training will take place, the question related

" to the use of both the five-percent monies and any Title
I monies prime sponsors planned to use for vocational
education. Of the fifty-nine (59) prime sponsors who
responded- to those questions, only nineteen (19) plan
to do all their vocational education training in the
traditional institutions’ (including those prime sponsors
who indicated that they had no skill center or public
vocational education institution and where former MDTA
funds were channeled through community colleges).

Prime sponsors were then asked where they were going to
provide occupational training through the use of Title
I money only. In both questions it was discovered that
the majority of prime sponsors (40) in our sample will

sites. Fifteen (15) prime sponsors-will do some training

at proprietary schools and nineteen (19) prime sponsors

will use community colleges, four (4) of which have no
.skills center or public vocational education institution.

33

_be doing their occupatignal training at_a variety of.. ... ...



b ' T

:,p. . , ':. M . "4
' wHERE_IOCAL ,_ ME. SPONSORS ARp pROVIDING -
\ VOCATIONAL EDII}CATION TRAINING ynpER CETA

~ 13

. 7 .
FigureéS Shq, = pepresent Both qjtle I Expend- ,
\X '(itgﬁes ang :ge F¥ve-Percent supplemepta¥), R

(N = 58 Pry . sponsors,/Milltsple Re-.
e gponses wjjl Cause Total to Exgeed N)

P

_ . . . A B
skll;s byplic Voc.l Proprjetary| Community )
. g§23555\\_252991§_ .Schbo;s ‘ CQlleSeS. Othbr.
Number of ' . - ' .
Prime 37 17 ’ 15 ~ 19 11
,Sponsors o

“At this POINt ;. 5 Important to pote that twenty- |
two (22) primé SPOQSOrS indicated that they woulg also
Proyjde some ¥pd1Vi 1 referral'training slots in
addjtjon to ¢¥aSS-sy slots, and it jg gifficult to,
COnclyde in MaNY Cag . where individya)l referrals would .
be trainea. HOWeVe} individual referrals are often
PuUrchased outside tyjgitional institutions, ,

. Data on yhere ocupational trainjng will take place

1S qjfficult t© tabulate- However, tyo significant .
factors emerg?d frop, pe responses in this area: |
first only nln.et?en 19) prime Sponsors have decideqd

Fo do'all occupatlon 1 training at vocational education
1NSTjtutions 30°7 Segopd, MOst prime gponsors are using

/a Varjety of t¥31Nip "jites.™ CETA doljars are not being
Useq to incredse tray ing at vocationa] education . ‘
1nstitutions-._ Iom the above data it must be conclude .

that Jocal priMe Spo,cors do not f€el tpat they can
I€Cejye adequate Voo qpjonal education training solely
Tom those institutjg o ,

-+ Hu: Recruj tment 804 p) ,cement ;- Determiyygion OF T E [T T

_dccupational Negg=""and Contracting

It was imPOoTtan, sor purposes of tpjs study to
determine which Offi < o or agencies woylg be assessing’
.9SCupational needs!"DrOVidlng recruitment and Placement .
worvices and C2IY¥ing ,yt the actual coptracting for
training and seIV19§s for Vocational. egycation enrollees.
It was learned that'y “ine area of Yecryitment, twenty-
~ tWo (32) of the TeSpyg4ents are relying strictly on the .
, Employment gervice for regruitment,under CETA.’ Nine
© {2) prime sponsOrs pe us1iNg the mayor'g office for

. Je
TR | 34
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' ﬂéécru%tment and referral, only one (1) prime sponsor
‘is using the local education board as its sole- source
.Qf recfUltment, The othér prime sponsors (twenty-two
.. respondents) are using either-a-combination of those
J4t§gencles (i.e. Employment Service and. the mayog's office)
or anotilier agency not listed for recruitment enrollees
in the 8urvey  While the recruitment function is being
assumed bY some of the mayors' offices and, consortia
. *groupss the bylk of this responsibility continues to
lie within thd purview of the Employment Se¥xvice, the
traditlonal provider of these services. C

I

~ »  The Suryey also inquired of prime sponsors which
agencYr Under their non-financial agreement, would be
_ responsible for determining occupational needs within
. . - their Planning area. Almost half-(twenty-five (25) of
the resPOndents) stated tHat they would use a combination
of agencles to assess labor market needs within the
communltY: The Employment Service was generally one of
the ageénCles ysed in this grouping. Only three (3)
, respondentS stated that they would use the Employment.
.ServiC€ €Xclysively for determining occupational needs,
The dat2 Suggests that the Employment Service and the
mayors' ©ffices will probably maintain the most significant
roles 1N determining occupational needs in the various
planningd areas, S :

: Prime sponsors were also asked which agency would
have the Mmandate for the actual contracting of training
to be PXOVided vocational education erirollees under
'”ﬁ}cETA. Thls’qpestion wasiparticulatly significant since

“the state has traditionally operated vocational education.,
- In the SUrvey an attempt was made to discern if the
_ State 1% Sti]) retaining this contractimg power and
' authorit¥, or if it is being relingquished tqwmayors'
officeS and consortia governing bodies. Twenty-four
. (24) ?EQEHPSe surveyed stated that the mayors' offices
T and (€onsortiym “decision-making bodies would have the

mandaté fOr contracting training. Another eleven (11)
respondehts. jndicated that & combination effort would
be undertaken for contracting training, with mayors'
officeS Or consortium decision-making bodies usually
considered signjificant forces in this effort. Fifteen
.(15) reSPOndents indicated that the State Vocational
Educatlon Offjce would retain the responsibility for
contracting anq four (4) respondents indicated that the
local Educatjon Board would assume this responsibility.

2




I. Job Counseling, Wages and Allowances

It is important. for the purposes of this study to
determine if job counseling was to be provided as a
provision included in non-financial agreements. For
the purposes of the survey, we were primarily interested
in whether counsellng services were being paid out
of CETA Title I monies or from the five-percent monies.
At least 73 percent (44 respondents) were planning to
use a portion of the“five-percent monies for providing
counseling. serv1ces.' Nine (9) prime sponsors stated
that Title .} monies would def1n1te1y be used to cover
the costs of counseling services. Six (6) respondents
stated that job counseling would not be provided as a .
pProvision of their non-financial agreements. Twenty—
two ,(22) of those responding stated that they would be
u51ng a combination of agencies to provide counseling
services. Sixteen (16) respondents stated that they
would use the traditional agency, i.e., the Employment
Service. Only five (5) respondents were. u51ng only the
Mayor s Office for this function, while the five (5)
remaining respondents planned to use skills -cent
staff. Eleven (11) prime sponsors did not - re;pSﬁgﬁto
this questlon.

Sixteen (16) of those responding planned to, use:
their five-percent vocational education monies for the
provision of wages and allowances for program trainees.
The majority of respondents, however (40 prime sponsors)
will use ‘Title I monies rather than the five-percent
monies to.pay for the provision of wages and allowances.

Prime sponsors were also questioned about the
time of day vocational education training would be pro-
vided in their area under CETA. Thirty-one (31) of those
responding stated that vocational education training
would be provided only in the daytime. A sizeable
number, but not quite fifty percent of the respondents
" (26 prime sponsors) indicated that they would have both
- day and evening training. Two of the respondents did
not answer the question. It is possible that some -
jurisdictions providing evening classes may be serving
employed enrollees who are seeking upgrading of skills
or occupatlonal tralnlng in a new field. Draw1ng such
a conclusion, however, is difficult because it is not
clear whether the motivation for the evening or off-
hours courses is to actually offer, upgradlng—tralnlng
or a result of shop and classroom space not being. .
available during the day. - ) '
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J.. Applications for CETA Vocational Education Programs '

Questions 1 and 2 of Section V of the survey. asked
prime sponsors how many .client applications had ‘been
received for CETA funded vocational education programs,
and the types of assessment formats that are being ** .
used to determine a potential enrollee's career interests.
;The rationale for that section was to measure client
response, as well as to determine the degree of flexi-
bility afforded potential enrollees in‘receiving the
©  type of training they desire. Asking prime sponsors

for the number of applications they had received proved

to be inconclusive. Twenty (20) prime sponsors were -
unable -to respond for various reasons, such as: )

1) referrals for occupational training to be carried

out undef CETA came from various agencies; and

2) the local agency responsible for applications did

not have the ‘information readily available. Twenty-

one (21) prime sponsors responded that they had not

yet received any applications. This is a result of

the lateness in start-up dates for CETA vocational
‘education’ programs. ' In many jurisdictions, institutional
vocational education was still being conducted with
Mcarry-over" MDTA funds. Eighteen (18) prime sponsors
responded that they had received applications for CETA-
funded vocational education programs. The highest
number of applications received was two thousand (2,000).

>

.In léarning of the types of assessment formats
being used, dt was found that many prime sponsors used
a combinatiQ% of techniques which allowed for a large
degree of flexibility for potential enrollees. The most
common methods employed are aptitude and vocational
interest testing. Many prime sponsors used the tests
in combination with an openrapplication enabling a
potential enrollee to fill in his/her training interests.

. K. _Purchase of Equipment... . ... U PR daree e e

_ Since logal government had little direct role to
play in vocational education under MDTA, the purchasing
of equipment for occupational training was purely a
function of the State. Now that institutional voca- Lo
tional education has become a part of CETA, an attempgr
was made to determine if prime sponsors were spending
CETA monies, either through their share of the five-,
percent supplemental monies or through Title I money,
for the purchase of additional equipment. Only thirteen
(13) prime sponsors indicated that CETA money in either
‘form, would be spent on the purchase of additional -
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“““ TTTeTeet T fOXth AN exglanation of “how':sué
_ ) additional gosts have been .dete

\ .
equipment. - Three (3) prfme sponsors\lndlcated that
they were uncertain ‘about equipment purchases at the
time they responded-to the survey. The two reasons
mertioned .for neéding additional .equipment were:

1) training is being provided in new occupational
areas, and; 2) the 'skills .center, or.public vocational
education 1nst1tut10n had indicated that there was
insufficient equipment on hand to serve CETA enrollees.

. L. ‘Administrative Costs ¢

Questions 20 and 21 of Septlon IITI of the survey
were directed to the issue of administrative costs.
Admlnlstratlve costs were a. sérzous source of confusion
and’ dismay to prime sponsoxrs because of the amblgulty .

. of CETA rules and regqulations. Thls resulted in varying
.1nterpretat10ns of admlnlstratlve costs, which .tends to
COmpllcate analysis of the survey data. -

X
The 'CETA rules and regulatlons merely state that
- the flve-percent supplemental vocatibnal education’ , .
funds are subject to.a twenty percent limitation on” . . (.
administtrative costs.* Administrative costs are [
defined as follows: - c

&

Sec. 98:12(e) (1) o R
L Administrative costs shall be 11m1ted :;“~ f : g
v to those necessary to effectlvely ﬁ‘ : T
‘ ope¥ate the program. Such costs in-~

N clude overall program admimagtration’

as well as program'activity administra-
tion costs incurred by prime sponsors,
sub-grantees, and contractors. Costs-
should not generally exceed 20 percent
of the total planned costs for a grant, . ©
unless the Program’ Narratlve Descr;p- _ -
tion under Sec. 95:14 %b) (2) (1)5%:
rmi

ed
.and a detailed docum Qtatlon to
support. that amount’ gsec." 108(d)(2)

The source of confusion i obv1ous. Some Of the
" questions regarding administrat¥ive costs that arose
from the sample are: , : ;

1) Can the State take its own administrative .
costs off-the-top of the Governor s f1ve' T
percent special grant? : . .

g4 i ’ -

\ B LN

34 "I, | .

-’ +

* CETA Rules and Regulations, Ju?gih,'1974,Asec;~95:57(1)(i)



o ] . 2 \ h‘ - '. h]
. . . l ] - “&a . . : .
'2) If so, should the Sthte notify each prime
sponsor of its administrative cost set-
aside at the same time it notifies them
« . of their supplemental allocation?

3) Is the twenty-percent ceiling on. admini- ,
strative costs limited to the entire State
grant, or is there "also.a ceiling op how -
much a State.can take from each prime
sponsor if administrative costs were
"not .deducted from the top? 1In other

_ words, if the State takes 20 percent

- - of its total supplemental allocation
’ : for its own administrative costs, does .
this mean ,that prime sponsors cannot use

N o - any part of their allocation from the i :
L State for administra&tion? L S
4) Can a local prime sponsor use over
_ twenty percent of their share of the
o .~ five-percent funds for their admini-
I strative costs, while wsing CETA Title v
. money for training? N\\ : oL
N

The failure of the rules an AEgalations to address
this issue definitely, allows the States to derive :
their own interpretation. As a result, the possibility

. exists that local prime sponsors could lose substantial
amounts of vocational education monies to administration .
when such funds should be spent on training. When asked
if the State had taken any of the vocational education
funds for its own administration, it was found. that - .
twenty-five (25) or forty percent of the respondents
simply did not know. This fadt~coupled with the fact \\\.
that nine (9) prime sponsors in the sample did not know
what method was used by the State to. determine their :
share of the five-percent monies, suggests n@f.only..............

TTTTighorance on the part of_prime sponsors, but the total

‘absence of uniform State "allocation mechanisms. If-
CETA is to impact on'the vocational education systenm,
then States must cooperate by making sure local prime
sponsors are aware of distribution formulas, rationales
" for deducting administrative costs, and actual amounts

.

of admini trat{ye costs' they are taking. '

In discussions with Department of Labor officials
'regarding the administrative cost provisions of the
CETA rules and regulations, it was learned that the .
.twenty percentilimitation is on the entire'State grant -
for vocational education rg:her than a limitation on the
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'amoﬁnt a State can take from each prime sponsor. There-

fore, if a State does not take administrative costs .
off-the-top prior to determining the distribution among
prime sponsors, it could. then take over twenty percent

.from one prime sponsoy while taking a much smaller
amount from another. It is obvious that the system:

could lend itself to inequity, particularly if prime
sponsors are not well informed.

Department of Labor officials also indicated that .

‘there is no restriction on what local prime sponsors

can spend for their own administrative costs. If the
State agrees to allow a local prime sponsor to exceed
twenty-percent, they may do so as long-as no more than
twenty percent ot the entire State grant is used for
administration. Several local prime sponsors have
indicated that in negotiating their non-financial agree-

d ,ments, they proposed to the State that all, or a large

portion, of their five-percent monies be spent on the
administrative coSts for the operation of their local
skills center. They would then spend a portion of their
Title I money to maintain training at the slot level
that existed prior to CETA. In those jurisdigtions
where local prime sponsors are following such a course
of action, the five-percent monies are not being used
to increase ‘vocational training and only enoughTitle
I money is being used to maintain the existing system.

In .cases where one prime sponsor uses over twenty
percent of the supplemental ‘monies on administration
and the State has already taken a percentage for its
own administrative costs, other prime spongprs within

_the State will be greatly) limited in the amount they

may use for their 1local administrq;}ggLMhmmwHM“MW__

- PR O )
: <

, . Of the twenty-four (24) prime sponsors who responded
that the State had taken administrative costs, ten (10)
did not know what method was-used by khe State, eight

(8) responded that administrative costs were taken off-
the-top from the entire State's grant,\ and six (6) -
indicated that administrative costs were taken directly

off their share of the five-percent monies.
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> Nlne (9) prime Qpénsors indicated that the State
had not taken any money for their own administrative
costs.

A
ADMINISTRATIVE COSTS

(N = 58 Prime Sponsors)?*

Lo g
Were Admlnlstratl e Costs Taken by the State?
o (flve—percent supplemental monles) )

IYES"*/‘ ...... No ......... - Don" t Know -
Number of ' o v
Prime 41.4% 15.5% ' 43.1%
Sponsors : T
a
Ng

11
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" CONCLUSIONS

»
« This study was undertaken to determine the impact

of the Comprehen51ve Employment and Training Act of .
1973 on the provision of institutional vocational
education. The results of the survey demonstrate that
CETA is not having a measurable impact on the provision

of institutional vocational education.. Realistically,

it can be concluded’that the system is merely being

maintained as it existed under MDTA: and EOA.

A major reason for CETA S minimal’ 1mpact may be .,
the confusion and lack of knowledge that exists among
local prime sponsors. The deficiency of expertise
on the part of prime sponsors can be attributed to the ,
fact that a Federal-State partnership existed prior .
to CETA. 'Local prime sponsors have even experienced - .
difficulty in compiling statistical data on programs
that existed under the old categorical.system. ’ .
Evidence of this was found in the survey when stati-
stical data on traditional manpower programs as well
as institutional vocational education was requested
fronrprlme sponsors. States continue to.have a strong
‘voice in planning and funding 1nst1tut10nal vocatlonal
education activities under CETA, a role' which is strengthened
by their allocation of the Governors' five-percent sup-

plemental grant. - .

The major thrust of CEéA is to allow prime Sponsors

——--~the programmatic flexibility they lacked undéxr the~

AN

categorical grant system. However, States control the
supplemental vocational education funds, and have great
latitude in allocating these funds to local prime
sponsors. Once these mcnies are allocated; the State
then negotiates a non-financial agreement witlyg the. prime
sponsor. This gives the State two crucial points of
control - determining how much money a prime sponsor
receives and largely deciding how the money is spent.

In addition, the State has the option to withhold-up to
twenty percent of the entire State grant for its own
administrative costs. Since it is, in many cases, the
State, and not the local prjime sponsor who has the
ltimate say in how the supplemental vocational educa-
tion funds are to be spent, those funds do not afford

. the flexibility to Pgime sponsors which was intended

by CETA. The whole system of negotiating with the .
State for the provision of vocational education training
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and servicCes through non-financial agreements is confusing,
‘time consuming .and often an inequitable process. Prime
sponsors cannot plan for their share of the five-percent
monies ‘until the State notifies them-of the amount of
their share. The slowness of a State to provide this

. information then creates a problem for prime sponsors
trying to develop their overall CETA plansLbecause they
have no idea of the amount of Title I money that may

be needed for vocational education to supplement their
five-percent share. ' N

Local prime sponsors' were in many instances, not
notified by the State of the allocation mechanism used
to distribute the five-percent monies. There were also’
many who did not know whether or not administrative '
costs had been withheld by the State before their
allocation was received. ;

The CETA rules and regulations fail to define a
process for allocating the five-percent monies. They
thereby allow the State a tremendous degree of flexi-
bility and for potential inequities to become part
of the process. This is also evident concerning the issue
of administrative costs. The regulations merely state
that "costs should not generally exceed twenty percent
of the total planned costs for a grant..." Prime.
sponsors are unclear as to whether this restriction
also applies to the amount of their share of the five-per--
cent monies that could be used for administration. Many
prime sponsors did not even know if the State had taken
‘any administrative costs out of the five-percent funds.
Others responded that the State had taken a share for .

~’..c.administrative costs but were unsure of whether or not
+ .the State had done so off-the-top or whether they had.

.taken a percentage of each prime sponsor's shareN,

The confusion, slowness and complexity of the -
'prdQéss and the lack of flexibility for local prime
sponsors have produced frustration in local jurisdictions
dnd oreated barriers to expansion and innovation in

- institutional. vocational education.  The five-percent

-monies could have been used for expansion of institutional.

vvocational'education'thrqugh new_programming and improved
.skill training. Instead CETA funds are basically being
used to-maintain the existing system. *
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RECOMMENDAT IONS

An uneasy relationship has traditionally existed
in the field of institutional manpower training among
the Federal, State, and local levels of government.

Theq uneasiness is often a result of a lack of unders tand-
ing of the operations of each level of government.
State vocational education officials need to be made
aware of local prime sponsors' need for the flexibility
that is necessary to effectively serve their clients,
and which is mandated under CETA. At the same time,
local prime sponsors must be attuned to the system of
State operations. If such a mutual educational process
can be achieved, State and local officials could work
"cooperatively to make existing vocational education
institutions more responsive to those in need of
occupational training.

The five-percent supplemental vocational education -
funds should be usad by States as a method of intro-
ducing local prime sponsors to the potential capabilities

‘of existing vocational education institutions. If the
educating process is successful and an effective working
relationship is developed among State officials and
local prime sponsors, then greater opportunities would
be possible for improving and expanding vocational
education training at existing institutions to better
serve the client population. :

The CETA rules and regulations dealing specifically
with the five-percent special supplemental grant to
Governors need to be clarified. They should better
reflect the intent of CETA by specifically allowing
prime sponsors greater flexibility .in the use of the
five-percent funds. The rules and regulations should
require the States to employ an equitable distribution
formula to allocate supplemental funds, and to provide
each prime sponsor with the calculations used to arrive
at their share. -

In addition, procedures for determining allowable
levels of administrative costs should be defined in the
CETA regutations. A mechanism for deduction of a State's
administrative costs from the Governor's grant should
be formulated and all prime sponsors informed of that
mechanism, as well as the actual amount withheld for
State administration. Further clarification on the
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twenty-percent ceiling on administrative costs is re-

quired. Prime sponsors have expressed confus#n with

the current wording. Questions have arisen concerning

whether or not a local prime sponsor can use over twenty-

‘percent, or even their entire share of the five-percent
funds, for their administrative costs, while using CETA
Title I funds for training. Another question raised

by prime sponsors was whether or not there is a ceiling

~on the amount a State could take for it's adminigtative

costs from each prime sponsor's share, if such costs
were not originally deducted off~the-tbp. )

States should be encouraged to move with more

speed in allocating and distributing the supplemental

vocational education funds in order to allow prime

- Sponsors to incorporate those funds in their CETA

manpower plans for the fiscal year, without having to

Podify their plans. The slowness of the distribution

and negotiating processes makes it difficult for prime
sponsors to determine the ampunt of CETA Title I funds
they will allocate to vocational education training

- and to prepare a truly comprehensive approach to manpower

problems and needs within their jurisdictions. ’

Finally, an appeals process should be instituted
that would enable prime sponsors to rajse objections
and seek redress of grievances that may arise from

the distribution of the five-percent funds or negotia-
tion of non-financial agreements.
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. CITY PROFILE DATA ON 100 CITIES
#":  SELECTED FOR SURVEYING .

® oo

'PYPE OF GOVERNMENT " Number of Cities
-Mayor-Council - | _ _ 56
Council-Manager, : : C 36
Commission . . _ 8
TOTAL POPUIATION - . - Y
.~ Under 100,000 . ' , . 4
©100-200;000 o . 40
200-500,000 : : . 31
Over 500,000 s , . \ 25

. ) . »

'POPULATION-MIX*

2 :
Cities with a Whlte populatlon : 90
over 50% : , '
Cities with over 25% Blacks 38
and other ethnic groups -
-Cities with over 10% Spanish origin s 16 o

- PERCENT OF POPULATION UNDER: 18 YEARS OF AGE

Populatlon*undér 18 ‘equals 20-25% of total 3
~ " "population’ .

“Populatlon under 18 equals 25-30% of total 22
population »

* Population under 18 equals 30- -35% of total 56
populdtion -

Population under 18 is over 35% of total 19
populatﬂbn : :

TOTAL SCHOOL ENROLLMENT

Total school enrollment is under 20% of : 10
population : : v :

Total school enrollment equals 20-25% of ' 64
population ' o,

Total school enrollment equals 25-30% of 24
population - o

Total school enrollment is over 30% of : 2
population T :
47,
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MEDTAy yEARS SCHOOL COMPLETED Number Of Cities

Undey 10 years , o 3
10&11 ‘years [ ) -_/]fz - '
11-15 yqars ' ] | 32 g

12-13 years
. , . .
. - 4q
* 1n the POPUly, . n Mix category. tpere is an obvious
overlaP With _ o cities fitting into more than one
catego¥¥: - ‘ I '

‘
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. The f9119Wing is/ a list of the sixty (60) cities
who responded ' to our /survey and whose responses are
analyzed in this report: '

L Akron, Ohio
¥ Albany, New York

S Allentown, Pennsylvania
) Amarillo, Texas T
7 Atlanta, Georgia

Baltimore, Maryland

Birmingham, Alabama S

Buffalo, New York

*Charleston, West Virginia

- Charlotte, North Carolina

3y . - ‘Chicago, Illinois

N . Cincinnati, Ohio

" Cleveland, Ohio

Columbia, South Carolina

T % 7 Columbus, Georgia

ERErL ) T S

Des Moines, Iowa
Duluth, Minnesota
rast St. Louis, Illinois. -
Erie, Pennsylvania
Evansville, Indiana
Flint, Michigan e
Fort Wayne, Indiana
Fort Worth, Texas
s Greensboro, North Carolina
**Hampton/Newport News, Virginia
G T Honolulu, Hawaii
£ Houston, Texas
’ _ _ Huntsville, Alabama
' g Jackson, Mississippi
‘ Jacksonville, Florida e
Jersey City, New Jersey :

o o
N ML T

2
IS

* The CitY ©f Charleston was one of the sixty who returned
the surveY, however \they are now a member of a statewide
consortlUl ang we able to complete the survey.

We haver therefore \—ekcluded Charleston from our analyses.

b Hgmpton/Nedert News returned one survey for both
cities DeCause they are members of the same c-nsortium.

Our analYysSes, therefore, includes Hampton/New.ort News
as one TIeSpondent. :
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Knoxville, Tennessee
Lansing, Michigan
Las Vegas, Nevada
Madison, Wisconsin
_ Miami, Florida
Milwaukee, Wisconsin
New York, New York
Oakland, California
‘Oomaha, Nebraska
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania
Phoenix, Arizona .
Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania
Roanoke, Virginia
‘Rochester, New York
St. Paul, Minnesota
Salt Lake City, Utah
San Francisco, California
san Jose, California
Savannah, Georgia i G ront
Shreveport, Louisiana
Springfield, Missouri .
Tacoma, Washington
Tampa, Florida
Topeka, Kansas
\\\\~ Trenton, New Jersey
s Tucson, Arizona
Tulsa, Oklahoma-
Worcester, Massachusetts
Yonkers, New York
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SURVEY

. T > : ) . ’
IMPACT OF CETA ON VOCATIONAL EDUCATION PROGRAMS

; > ©
* Rlease Retuurn By September 16 to: .NLC and USCM Manpower Project
B - Office of Urban Services
. Attention: Rosa Rozansky
1. PRIME SPONSORSHIP INFORMATION
_ - s l. City- State
‘2. Name of Manpower Planner _
?m;. 3} Is your city a member of a manpower consortia?.

] | - 36 Yes 28 _no e

If yes, what type of consortia? (e.g. city-city, city-county, etc.):
Lo | ‘
! City-County arrangements are the most common *
o _ among those included in our random sampling

4. What was your total Title I allocation? py;,i - e

. Lowest - ¢ 834,824
5. What was our share in terms of dollars of the five percent
- vocational ‘education supplemental funds allocated to your
state? p - { pe
~gliovest - § 22,871 _ N
* Italic print represents cumulative totals or averages
of tetal respondents included im our random sampling

52
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- 6. What method was used by the state to determine yoﬁr share?
“ 8 respondents - did not know ' |

- :
21 L : ~ based on unemployment and census data
15 " " - proportion of Title I funds with the State
5 " -.8traight five .percent of Title I allocation -
" = Otheré o L R

7. Are the vocational education training and services negotlated
in your non-financial agreement incorporated into your
FY 1975 plan? :

38 38 yes Py no | o . . q

8. Please 1dent1fy below the manpower programs and - number of
slats funded in FY 1973 and. in FY 1974. : -

FY 1973 -~ No. of Slots -

NYC. In-School

J NYC Out-of-School

NYC Summer . 3
CEP Insufficient Data S , L -
, for a meaningful _ T
: . tabulation - -
_ Mainstream . :
e e o e e ,,.SER. s e KU, .. I,
OIC '
- . ' . Other (Please list) S ' )
Sy .
v “ —_—
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FY 1974 ' co No. of Slots
NYC In-School o , '
§ ) et & . .
NYC Out-of-School .
/- ' : - -
. NYC Summer 1 ' -
CEP
Mainstream - K o
' - - .
SER ' T
A _0IC ) S '
Other (Please list) - Do .o
. 4

A —‘II. 'M'ANPOWERfA*DVISORY COUNCIL INFORMATION

1. How was your manpower advféory council selected?

~(e.g. Was the old CAMPS structurg“;hgmbasis_for selection?) :*~ .

o

. N
. ' 50 prime spongors responded that CAMPS was the
L B Y

basis for selection.




-

2. Are representatives from vocational education institutions
on your local manpower advisory council? - - ;

38 yes 21 no

1f yes, o

A) How many? 2 (average)

_ B) Were representatives of vocational education institutions
‘bmbers prior to the enactment of CETA ‘ .

i 4
X yes no . Yes was the overwhelming responseu

—————

AY

' C) How were those representatives selected? - )

Appointment by Mayor or Executive Committee of a

Congortium arrangement o R

= . D) Please list names, titles, and agencies of those representatives
;oo . of vocational education institutions on your local manpower .

advisory council: ‘ . - ™
2 ) . . . - 4 ’

E) Please 1list beléqnand on the back of this page, igxneeessary,
the names, titles;;and agencies of all other menbers of
vis ' .

your;, wer .ad ory. council:
. \
- +
¢ A
—
L
r .
- 8
~ / s
\ S 55 |
I
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III. VOCATIONAL EDUCATION SYSTEM

’

l. Please list by name and location the-vocational education
~2_~ - institutions in your planning area. If there are none,
please indicate and then list the name, location, and
distance to the close§z institution:
, : s

»

2. How will CETA vocational education funds affect the level
of institutional vocational education training in comparison
with previously funded vocational education programs (MDTA
and EOA funded)?

_27 maintain the level
_gg;_increase the level &
_lg_;ﬂecrease the level

3. Do existing vocational education institutions in your planning

. area have the capacity to.expand to meet the possible increase
in slots occurring from the CETA vocational education mon1es°

3

37 yes 2 no o s
\

4. How many vocational educatlon ‘enrollees were in your local
vocational edugation institutions (fllllng manpower slots)
from your planning area in FY 1974 in comparison to the

ant1c1pated number for FY 1975’

FY 1974 462 ggveraqe) (l4 resvondents tndicated a
. ' decrease in FY 1975 enrollees)

"FY 1975 6528 (average)

20 dzcated an increase

IV, NON-FINANCIAL AGREEMENT . _
25 indicated a maintenance ,

1. Who at the state level dld you negotiate your non-financial
agreement w1th7

Name : 1 .

y
'4,‘)\.‘

- Title Representatives gf State Vocational

AgencyEHucatzon Departments, - State Boards
oF Education.

56
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What is the starting date for the delivery of tralnlng
and services negotiated in your non~-financial agreement?

 October 1, 1974 (average)

In terms of dollars, what amount of jour share of the five'

' percent CETA vocational-education funds will be spent on

4.
5.

creatlng new slots?
l6 respondénts will create

~, new slots

How many slots will be created? 37 will not create new slots

™

In terms of dollars, what amount .of -your share of the five

‘percent. CETA vocational education funds will be spent on
.‘individual referrals?

Based on the amount of dollars allotted for individual
referrals, what is the estimated number of individual

referrals that will be serviced? 20 prime spansors are doing 1"d
34 are n un e

What is the anticipated total number of enrollees for CETA
vocational educatlon programs? 528 (average) -

Please 1dent1fy below the types of tralnlng and the number
of slots to be provided with C%TA yoc?j}onal education funds:

BN

No. of Slots

Auto Mechanics

A
v

Welders . . T A
Carpenters Clerical, Auto Mechanics,
L Welding, and Medical .
- Machinists Skills were most .

: - common
Tool and Dye Makers o

Printing Pressmen

.

Bookbinders : ‘ .
P

Draft;ﬁen_
Assemblers f
Plumbers '
Bricklayers
- 57 |
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~ No. of Slots

Nurses Aides
Teachers Rides
‘Licensed ﬁractical Nurses

Medical Assistahts

Dental Assistants
Orderlies‘f

Secretaries

-

Stenographers
’ lerk Typists
} epers
: _____pashiers . I
Beauticians' *

Key Punch Operators

____;_Computer Operators
Waste Water Treatment Operatoré
Firefighters | |
Police Officers
Telephéhe Servicémen
Recreation ﬁorkers

Y ;____Statiohary Engineers["'
» Meatcutters~

Other (Please list including slotsf

FEEETEEETTEEET LR Ry
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9. Identify any vocational education services to he provided
~with CETA monies not previously mentioned.

10. Where will CETA vocational education training be prov1ded
and how many slots at each of ths\follow1ng-

(includes five percent and Title I

‘ Punds)
' 17 Public Vocational 'Schools

A 37 Skill Centers (previously
funded by MDTA or EOA)

15 Proprietary Schools
19 Communiﬁy Colleges

On-the-Job Training

1A
Other (Specify)

P

(¢ -

1ll. How did your city determine how your share of the CETA
vocational education funds would be spent?

Insufficient data for meaningful tabulation _ 50

No. of Slots

-
S
Rt
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

[ Lo R
. ) N -- 4 M .
v D % ( -

éwjv; ; w_ Z2 No/gesponse i X \;;}éi -

e

S :.‘ .,'W‘?“‘é’;\' C y ™ S
: * G '> : 9 Mayor Sa Manpower\é)ffiuce ﬁ o ” ‘ /j g "i s

" W .‘
L f Staue Vbcatyon: EducatlonA?ffgcexiw Sy

%

Was the non-financial agreement negotiated with the state
to your c1ty S satlsfactlon?

44 yes 7 _no (8 no response)

If not; why? : '
: &

Three reasons were stated for the '"no" ﬁesponsas They

vere: Z) dzssatzsfactzon wzth the State's allocation of the

Afzve percent funds- 2) administrative costs taken by State,'i

3) Zack of fZexzszzty granted in the negotiations process

In accordance with your non-financial agreement who will :
determine occupational needs within your planning- area for
‘the establishment of vocational educatlon training with .

CETA funds? R

- R S L a o -
L . Lo

3 Employment Service - ST e : 31

I

u

}"‘ o, EAR : B )
T

Z8~ Mayor's Manppwef'Office e T ¢n A

Y,‘ N T & N

w1 Local education . board- or serv1ce center

o —___-(wﬂat-ls the compd51t10nsof’the board°) R

. E » TV
. . . : - R KN
A ) . N -

¢megnatzons a Lo

L > - :
: . A

g

o '\h K ‘ Yoo e . AN > Ve
%’; e - “f. //xﬂ. ,7 Y SN

T

. qt\

4T . .

b

'In agcoré;nce wﬁéh r. noh ff/ 1al agg&emen@‘ who w;ll
prd%ude Iegruitgent™s 'd placemsp‘rt}p

‘edubatlon enrolLeﬁb’ ,.w [t

RS . b
E '\'. 's’ . o= ! ."‘.. 5
o m ¥

23 Emplpyment Serv1ce »

?Local educat1; ;board or derVice cerber "
(what is '

P

[

K9

ser%}ges for CnTA Wgcatlonal N



22 Other (Specify) Combinations
e ———

5 No responde

~

15. In accordance with your non-financial agreement, who will

* have the mandate ‘for the actual contracting for training
to be provided to vocational education’ enrollees in CETA .
programs? ’

' ' L}

__2 Employment Service

.24 Mayor's Manpower Office ,
l5 State Vocational Education Office

) . "4 Lbcal education board or service center
- (what is the composition of that board?) . -

.6 Other (Specify)

¥ Coﬁbinations

3 WNo response

16. In accordance with your non-financial agreement, will job
counseling be provided?

(9 of the 15 indicated that they
44 " vyes 15 no would provide job counseling
out of Title I fuwds)
If yes, which agency has been selected to do job counseling
and why was that agency selected?

22 - combination of agencies; 16 - Employment Service; ,

5 - Mayor's Office; 5§ - Skills Center Staff; Ll - No response

17.° At what time of the day do you anticipéte providing CETA
vocational education training? ' .

31 Daytime _ /) . : :
Evenings -
26 Both

2 No response

61.
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18. What percentagef the total slots will be provided in the
daytime? majority of training will take place in . the daytime
or in combination with evening training. ' '

What percentage of the total slots will be provided in the

evenings? '

19. In accordance with your non-financial agreement, will wages
and allowances ‘be provided?
(40 of the 43 indicated that
: 16 yes 43 _no wages and ‘allowances will be
. : paid out of Title I) -
If yes, what percentage of your share of CETA vocational
education funds will be spent on wages and allowances?

-

tneconclusive data

20. Were administrative costs taken from your share of the CETA

5 vocational education funds?
24 yes 9 no don't know - 26

21. What percentage of your CETA vocational education funds are
being used for administrative costs? inconclusive data -

(3

A) If the percentage' for administrative costs is in excess
of 20 percent, how did the state justify it?

(&)

22. Will the'purchase of additional equipment be required for
: - training to be provided with CETA vocational education funds?

. . 13 yes 43 no don't know - 3

ige

A). On what basis was that decision made?

1

New areas of occupational skill training,

insufficient equipment for CETA enrollees. -

B) What is the procedure for purchasing additional equipment?
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V.. APPLICATIONS

1. How many appllcatlons have been received to date from .
individuals interested in vocational educatioh training
slots established from CETA vocational education funds?

21 respbndehts - 0; 20 - don't know; 18 - received average of
- ‘ 255

2. In appllcatlons for CLTA vocational education slots, what
method isiused for the determination of a potential, enrollee's
career development.lnterests?

'Application lists existing programs

2 Bpplication is open for individual to flll

7 : in his or her interests .

16 _Applicant is tested fOr occupational interests
and aptitudes

9 Other (Please explaln)

v
:p-

’22 Comb}natzans

o 10 _No response.
VI. ADDITIONAL FUNDING ‘

1. W1ll you usé Title I funds to supplement ‘your share of the
CETA vocatlonal education funds’ )

58 yes 7 no 12 « don't know

If yes, how much? 58 used an_average of 19.3 percent of thezr
Title I funds
2. Where will vocational education training, through the use of
‘Title I funds, be provided?

_15 Skill -Centers
__3 State Vocational Education Institutions
Proprietary Schools
;i;__pommunity Colleges
\ . On-The-Job Training

37 Combination (Specify)

4 No resgponse
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‘ 3. If Title I funds will Ee used for vocational education
St . programs, pleasg,explain_how those funds will be. spent:

9 prfme'sponsors -~ training only

6 . " . ~ wages and aZZowanceé only

43 r - combznattons including tratnznq, admini-
™ ‘ | stration, wages and aZZowances gervices
1 " '_ - - not using Title I

4. If you are a member of ‘a consortia, will you use any
consortia incentive money when it becomes available for
the purcha51ng of additional vocatlonal education slots

Oor services?.

-

L 12 yes’ . 13 no ZZ - unsure

.VII. MISCELLANEOUS g ' . oL \ |

1. Please elaborate on any,ﬁnusual_circumstances that might have
occurred in the negotiating of a ron-financial acreement for
your planning area (e.g. problems not previously mentioned

in this questionnaire):

dissatisfaction with allocating of the five-percent monies,

negotiating process, and administrative costs provision.

2. What klnd of information or techn1cal a551stance would your
city require in order ‘to provide effective vocational education .
training through’ the’ usé of the CETA sdpplemental vocatlonal
education funds? e T -

0 -
1) assistance in imprbving on labor market data

- . Yy :
2) dlarification of CETA rules and regulations

3) a speedier and more efficient system for negoéiéting

for vocational education training and services through

use, of the five-percent funds.
1. &
o /ﬁfLOf | 64
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3. Please list the name, title, and phone number of the
. individual who filled out this questionnaire?

Name Manpowey Director . - »
Title | |

Phone Number

>
, 5 g i,
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The following pages have been extracted from the
Forms Preparation Handbook for Prime Sponsors Under
the Comprehensive Employment and Training Act of 1973, "
U. S. Department of Labor, Manpower Admlnlstratlon,

May 1974.

E. Prime Sponsor/vVocation Edueation ilon-Financial Agreement

fﬁe purpose of this agreement is' to develop a financial,
statistical and narrative plan for the expenditure of
vocational education funds in the prime sponsor's area.
. N .
The prime’ sponsor will develop his vocational education
. plan in conjunction with his CETA prime sponsor plan. #e
should be notified of the vocational education funds avail- .
able to his area by the Governor as soon as possible after
the ARDM notifies the Governor of the amount allocated to
his state. When the plan is developed, it should be sub-
mitted to the Vocational Education Department for their
) approval. This plan when approved and signed will consti-
tute a non-financial agreement between the prime sponsor:
a the State Vocational Education Department. A copy of _
the agreement should be sent to the Governor for his inclusion
his Grant -Application. - The agreement will consist of
he following sections:

. a. Agrcement Signature Sheet

b. Vocational Cducation Project Operating Plan .

c. Vocational Educatign Progp#m Marrative

Being a non-financial agreement, no money will change hands.
The Vocational Education Department promises to provide the
services outlined in the agreement upon receipt of the funds
from the Governor. :

a. Non-Flnanc1al Agreemen¢ Slgnature Sheet'

il \

1. Pdarpose ,‘ ' ' R < .

-

The Agreement Signature Sheet constitutes a legal
and binding document when signed by both parties.
The State Vocational Education Board is legally
bound to deliver the training and services outlined
~ in the program narrative and the project operating
: - plan upon receipt of the funds from the Governor.
Both parties agree to operate the CETA program in
accordance with Feéeral regulations, the assurances

and Certificatipns and the Comprehensive Manpower
Plan which is part of the- agreement by reference.
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General Instructions

When an agreement is reached between the prime

. 'gponsor and the Vocational Education Board on the

training and services to be delivered, the agree-
ment signature sheet can be sioned. At least three
copies of the agreement will be signed. One for
each of the signing parties and one to go to -the
Governor. Any change to the agreement will recuire

‘prior bilateral approval of both the prime sponsor

and the'Vocational Education Board.
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Facsimile of Form

See following page. - R .
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3. Facsimile of Form . S A
-US. DEPARTMENT OF LABOR
- N * Manpower Administration
. . —— - %,
VOCATIONAL EDUCATION AGREEMENT SIGNATURE SHEET - . 3
o
) 3. PRIME SPONSOR ~ 2. VOCATIONAL EDUCATION BOARD
" Pursuant to Section 112(c) of the Comprehensive Employment and ‘l'mnmg Act of 1973, thls Agreement is entered in-
10 by the State Vocational Education Board of ' (3. Neme of State)... . and
(4. Neme of Prime Sponyor)._
This Agreement consists of ﬂm sgheet, the Project Opcntlng Plan and the Program Narrative.
} » . .
As per this Agresment the State Vocational Education Board of (3. Neme.of State) ' ;
fs rommitted to provide for the Prime Sponsor the training and services outlined in the Program Narrative. These ser-
; N vices and trainjng will be provxded upon ncenm of funds from the Gonrngr : ’ \ ‘ .
6.1'hoosiﬁnatedcost;gfthmmesmdm§ninqbyponuumm: .
‘ .‘ ' COST cm:;;onv ESTIMATEO COSTS®
Training ) ] S
Mv;:lnlskva!loﬂ
. | Allowances
. Services To Cilents -
- o roraL
« ‘ . ) . ‘
_ : ‘ . o, " . . 1
7. APPROVEOD POR TME PRIME SPONSOR 0. APPROVEQD FOR THE VOCATIOMAL EDUCATION IOARbTI‘b;
sY ’ . . BY. '
NAME ANO TITLE NAME AND TITLE
SIGNATURE SIGNATURE
L T :
- - i MA z-n‘oc
. May 1974 .
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"4. Instructions for Completing'Non-Financial Agreement
Signature Sheet Y "

yill'be entered here.

&

Is

(1) Prime Sponsor. Enter the name and address of the prime =~
sponsor in whose area the training and services will be
provided. - - .

<4
(2) Vocational Education Board. Enter the name and address of
- the State Vocational Education Board providing the services
and training. ' ,
. (3) Enter the name ‘of the State,
(4) Enter the prime sponsor's name.
(5) Enter the name of the State.
> &6) Enter the estimated amount of Vocational Education:funds
- from the ;Governor's Specidl Grant wKich yi}l be spent for
the listed’cost categories. - '
(7) signature of prime’ sponsor will be entered here. .9
. 3 ’
(8) signature of representative of Vocational Bducation Board

o

u




N ¢
-

> °

b. Vocational Education Project Operating Plan

The Special Grant Project Operating Plan used by the
Governor in his grant application will also be used by.
the prime sponsor in his non-financial agreement.
Section VIII B of this Handbook contains detailed
instructions on the completion of this form. Only
Part I, Vocational Education .Projects, will be com-
Pleted by the prime sponsor for his non-financial
 agreement. ? :

Y
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c. Prime Sponsor/Vocational Educati®n Board Mon-Financial
Agreement Program Narrative, Farm '

A detailed explanation of the following four areas will
o be developed by the prime sponsor for the expenditure
: . of the Governor's Vocational Education funds available
for the prime sponsor's area: . -

1. The training and services to be provided by the
Vocational Education Board to the prime sponsor upon
, receipt of the necessary funds from the Governor.

2. The objectives. &nd need for gpese services and
. training. ’ o

3. The results and benefits expected from these
- services and training.

4. How these services and training are being
coordinated with the prime sponsor's CETA grant
. activities. ~ »
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